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Abstract

This study examines the history of the cigarette controversy
using the tobacco documents as a roadmap to explore the
following four questions: (a) What did tobacco companies
know about the health risks of smoking and when did they
know it? (b) What evidence is there that tobacco companies
conspired to deliberately mislead the public about the health
risks of smoking? (c) How were scientists involved in the
cigarette controversy? (d) Have tobacco companies changed
the way they do business since signing the 1998 Master
Settlement Agreement? The tobacco companies knew and
for most part accepted the evidence that cigarette smoking
was a cause of cancer by the late 1950s. The documents also
reveal that the tobacco companies helped manufacture the
smoking controversy by funding scientific research that was
intended to obfuscate and prolong the debate about smoking

and health. Today, the tobacco companies acknowledge that
smoking is a cause of disease, but they have not materially
altered the way they do business. In our opinion, it is not
sufficient for the tobacco industry to merely concede the
obvious point that smoking is a cause of disease when it is
evident that decades of misinformation has resulted in a
public that is massively ignorant about the risks of smoking
low-tar cigarettes, nicotine addiction, and secondhand smoke
exposure. Public education efforts are still needed to correct
these misperceptions along with government oversight to
ensure that the industry is not permitted to mislead the
public further. If the past 50 years have taught us anything,
it is that the tobacco industry cannot be trusted to put the
public’s interest above their profits no matter what they
say. (Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2007;16(6):1070–6)

Introduction

In 1994, heads of the major U.S. tobacco companies testified
before Congress that the evidence that cigarette smoking
caused diseases such as cancer and heart disease was
inconclusive, that cigarettes were not addictive, and that they
did not market to children. Less than 1 month after this
testimony, a box containing confidential documents from the
Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corporation was delivered to
the University of California at San Francisco. What was
revealed in these documents was evidence that the tobacco
industry had for decades known and accepted the fact that
cigarettes caused premature death, considered tobacco to be
addictive, and that their programs to support scientific
research on smoking and health had been a sham (1-6).

The release of these documents provided a roadmap for
future document discovery, fueling a wave of litigation against
the tobacco industry. In 1998, lawsuits filed on behalf of state
governments resulted in the Master Settlement Agreement,
which included as one of its key provisions the requirement to
post over 30 million pages of industry documents online (7). In
1999, the federal government filed its own suit against the
tobacco industry for violating the Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act. In August 2006, U.S.
District Judge Gladys Kessler concluded that ‘‘. . .the tobacco
companies conspired to violate the substantive provisions of
RICO. . .and. . .in fact violated those substantive provisions’’
(ref. 8, see page 2).

This study examines the history of the cigarette controversy
using the tobacco documents as a roadmap to explore the
following four questions: (a) What did tobacco companies
know about the health risks of smoking and when did they
know it? (b) What evidence is there that tobacco companies
conspired to deliberately mislead the public about the health
risks of smoking? (c) How were scientists involved in the
cigarette controversy? (d) Have tobacco companies changed
the way they do business since signing the 1998 Master
Settlement Agreement?

Materials and Methods

This study relies on statements made by cigarette manufac-
turers individually and collectively through the Tobacco
Industry Research Committee (TIRC), Council for Tobacco
Research (CTR), Center for Indoor Air Research (CIAR),
and the Tobacco Institute (TI) on the subject of smoking and
health. All of these organizations were financially supported
by tobacco companies. The TIRC was established in 1954 with
the goal of supporting independent research on the relation-
ship between smoking and health. In 1964, the TIRC was
renamed the CTR but operated with the same management
structure until 1998 when it closed. The CIAR was formed in
1988 by tobacco companies to sponsor research on indoor air
issues and to facilitate communication of research findings to
the broad scientific community. The TI was established in 1958
and operated as public relations and lobbying organization for
the tobacco industry. CTR, CIAR, and TI all were closed down
as part of the 1988 Master Settlement Agreement.

The documents referenced in this study were located by
searching on two web sites developed specifically to facilitate
tobacco industry document research. The URLs and special
features of these web sites are briefly described in Table 1. As
a requirement of the Master Settlement Agreement, the tobacco
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industry is required to place new documents identified
through litigation on their web sites. Thus, the denominator
of documents available for searching is constantly changing
but now includes over 41 million pages of material. The Legacy
Library at the University California at San Francisco and
Tobacco Documents Online each hold over 9 million distinct
documents. Documents found within these online libraries
span from the early 1920s to the present time. Not all of the
documents available are dated, and some have missing pages
or sections that have been redacted for legal reasons. Web site
searches for this study were done by two of us (K.M.C.
and A.B.) using short-string Boolean-based methodologies.
Different Boolean search phrases were applied (e.g., <smoking
AND cancer> or <tobacco AND cancer>). In addition, The
Roswell Park Cancer Institute has scanned, digitally indexed,
and done optical character recognition on over 1.3 million
documents previously belonging to the TI and CTR where full-
text Boolean searches have been employed. Part of this
collection is the TI audiovisual collection consisting of over
3,300 unique tobacco industry audio and videotapes. All
audiovisual materials have been hand-indexed into database
where searching of named persons, dates, programs, producer,
named organizations, titles, and keyword or subject headings
were done.

Smoking Causes Cancer: When Did They Know?

For most of the past 100 years, cigarette manufacturers have
told smokers that their products were not proven to be
injurious to health (8-10). In fact, cigarette companies fre-
quently implied to consumers that their brands were safer than
their competitor’s brands because the smoke was less
irritating, smoother, and milder (11). Ironically, making
cigarette smoke lighter, milder, and less irritating caused
smokers to inhale the smoke more deeply into their lungs,
thereby negating any health benefit that might have been
gained by altering the product (12-14). The question of when
tobacco companies knew or should have known about the

serious health consequences of smoking goes to the very
question of whether or not there was a real cigarette
controversy.

Evidence linking smoking and cancer appeared in the 1920s
(15). Between 1920 and 1940, a chemist named Angel Honorio
Roffo published several articles showing that cancers could be
experimentally induced by exposure to tars from burned
tobacco (16). Roffo et al. further showed that cancer could be
induced by using nicotine-free tobacco, which means that tar,
with or without nicotine, was carcinogenic. Research implicat-
ing smoking as a cause of cancer began to mount during the
1950s, with several landmark publications in leading medical
journals (17-23). The first official U.S. government statement on
smoking and health was issued by the Surgeon General Leroy
Burney in a televised press conference in 1957, wherein he
reported that the scientific evidence supported cigarette
smoking as a causative factor in the etiology of lung cancer
(24, 25). By 1960, Joseph Garland, Editor of the New England
Journal , wrote, ‘‘No responsible observer can deny this
association, and the evidence is now sufficiently strong to
suggest a causative role’’ (26).

In their public statements, tobacco companies held that
cigarettes had not been proven to be injurious to health. For
example, a November 1953 press release issued by the
American Tobacco Company stated, ‘‘. . .no one has yet
proved that lung cancer in any human being is directly
traceable to tobacco or its products in any form’’ (27). In a
New York Times story based on this press release, the
headline states that Mr. Hahn (President of the American
Tobacco Company) characterizes the evidence of a link
between cigarette smoking and an increase in the incidence
of lung cancer as ‘‘Loose Talk’’ (28). In 1954, Philip Morris
Vice President George Weissman announced that if the
company had any thought or knowledge that in any way
we were selling a product harmful to consumers, that they
would stop business immediately (29). Senior scientists and
executives at tobacco companies, however, knew about the
potential cancer risk of smoking as early as the 1940s, and
most accepted the fact that smoking caused cancer by the late
1950s (30-34).

A 1939 memorandum from the American Tobacco Company
Research Director Hiram Hanmer noted, ‘‘We have been
following Roffo’s work for some time, and I feel that it is rather
unfortunate that a statement such as his [implicating smoking
in cancer] is widely disseminated’’ (30). A few years later, H.B.
Parmele, a scientist working for the Lorillard Tobacco
Company, wrote a report to the company’s manufacturing
committee observing that, ‘‘Certain scientists and medical
authorities have claimed for many years that the use of tobacco
contributes to cancer development in susceptible people. Just
enough evidence has been presented to justify the possibility of
such a presumption. . .benzpyrene is presumed to be a
combustion product of burning tobacco and, by animal
experiments, it has been shown to possess definite carcino-
genic properties’’ (31). In 1953, a chemist at R.J. Reynolds
Tobacco Company, Claude Teague, produced a literature
survey on smoking and cancer referencing 78 articles, which
offered the following conclusion: ‘‘. . .studies of clinical data
tend to confirm the relationship between heavy and pro-
longed tobacco smoking and incidence of cancer of the lung’’
(32). Three scientists from the British American Tobacco
Company reported in 1958 on the results of a visit to the
United States, investigating the extent to which tobacco
industry and non-industry scientists accepted the premise
that cigarette smoke was a cause of lung cancer (33). Their
report concludes that ‘‘With one exception [HSN Green
from Yale University] the individuals with whom we met

Table 1. Tobacco document web sites

Web site and features

Legacy Tobacco Documents Library: http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu
The Legacy Tobacco Documents Library includes documents posted
on tobacco industry web sites as of July 1999 in accordance with the
Master Settlement Agreement, additional documents added to those
sites since that date, and the Mangini and Brown & Williamson
document collections from the Tobacco Control Archives maintained
by the University of California, San Francisco. New documents are
added to the Legacy Tobacco Documents Library monthly as they are
collected from industry web sites. Legacy Tobacco Documents
Library recently added optical character recognition and searchable
pdf files to facilitate document searching. The web site also provides
easy to download pdf images and a way to collect multiple
documents into a separate file for later reference.

Tobacco Documents Online: http://tobaccodocuments.org
Tobacco Documents Online includes documents posted on tobacco
industry web sites as of July 1999. The Tobacco Documents Online
spent over a year standardizing the document descriptions to allow
uniform searching. The Tobacco Documents Online offers powerful
searching across all the company web sites, access to high-quality
images, optical character recognition, and the ability to collect and
annotate documents. The search tools have been built for document
researchers and are available to anyone with a web browser. Other
special features of this web site are topic-related document
collections (i.e., youth marketing, cigarette ingredients, and witness
testimony), profiles on names, organizations, etc. to facilitate
searching and cigarette advertising archives.
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believed that smoking causes lung cancer, if by ‘causation’
we mean any chain of events which leads finally to lung
cancer and which involves smoking as an indispensable
link’’ (33).

In 1961, the Arthur D. Little Company provided a con-
fidential report to Liggett and Myers Tobacco Company, which
stated that there are ‘‘biologically active materials present in
cigarette tobacco. These are: a) cancer causing; b) cancer
promoting; and c) poisonous’’ (34). A 1961 presentation to the
R&D committee at Philip Morris acknowledged that there was
evidence that smoking may be a causative factor in lung cancer
and included a partial list of carcinogens identified in cigarette
smoke (35). A 1962 report by the R.J. Reynolds scientist
Dr. Alan Rodgman characterized the amount of evidence
accumulated to indict cigarette smoking as a health risk as
‘‘overwhelming,’’ whereas the evidence challenging such an
indictment was ‘‘scant’’ (36).

In summary, internal industry documents reveal that the
tobacco companies knew and for the most part accepted
the evidence that cigarette smoking was a cause of cancer by
the late 1950s.

Conspiracy to Deceive

‘‘Conspiracy’’ is defined as an act of plotting or contriving
together, often with regard to an agreement to perform an
unlawful or wrongful act (37). In her decision regarding the
allegation that the tobacco companies had violated RICO,
Judge Kessler observed that the trial record amply showed
a conspiracy to make false, deceptive, and misleading public
statements about cigarettes and smoking from at least
January 1954, when the Frank Statement was published, up
to the present (ref. 8, see pages 1500-01). The ‘‘Frank
Statement to Cigarette Smokers’’ was a jointly sponsored
advocacy advertisement published by tobacco manufacturers
in January 1954 (38). The advertisement appeared in 448
newspapers in 258 cities, reaching over 43 million Americans.
The advertisement questioned research findings implicating
smoking as a cause of cancer, promised consumers that their
cigarettes were safe, and pledged to support impartial
research to investigate allegations that smoking was harmful
to human health (9, 38).

Documents pertaining to the formation and subsequent
support of the TIRC, later renamed the CTR and TI, pro-
vide the basis for understanding Judge Kessler’s finding that
the tobacco companies had conspired to mislead consumers
about the risks of smoking (ref. 8, see page 1330). To under-
stand the motivation behind the conspiracy, it is important to
recognize that in the early 1950s, tobacco executives were
being pressured to respond to scientific reports that their
products might cause cancer. By 1952, two cigarette manu-
facturers had introduced filter cigarette brands that were
marketed as safer (e.g., Kent and Viceroy). The potential
for competition between the companies in the marketing of
safer cigarettes was also perceived as a potential threat to
the industry as a whole because ‘‘safer’’ cigarettes might
fuel consumer concern about the possible health risks of
smoking (39).

In the fall of 1953, the President of the American Tobacco
Company, Paul Hahn, invited the heads of the leading tobacco
manufacturers to a meeting at the Plaza Hotel in New York
City on December 14, 1953 (40). At this meeting, it was decided
that a public relations firm, Hill & Knowlton, would be
employed and jointly paid by the tobacco companies to
develop a response to the smoking and health allegations
(41). On the next day, executives at Hill & Knowlton met with
the tobacco company executives to outline their plan to help

the industry address the smoking and health problem. A
memorandum from Hill & Knowlton stated their task as
follows: ‘‘We have one essential job — which can be simply
said: Stop public panic. . .There is only one problem —
confidence, and how to establish it; public assurance, and
how to create it. . .And, most important, how to free millions
of Americans from the guilty fear that is going to arise deep
in their biological depths — regardless of any pooh-poohing
logic — every time they light a cigarette’’ (42).

The tobacco documents reveal how the tobacco industry
worked together since the early 1950s to create a pro-cigarette
public relations campaign to mislead the public about the
dangers of smoking to advance their collective interest to
market cigarettes.

Science for Sale

Scientists were the perfect foil for the tobacco industry’s
public relations response to allegations that cigarette
smoking was injurious to health. Scientists could be counted
on to call for more research, giving the impression that there
was controversy. In addition, by supporting scientific
research, the industry would be seen as doing something
positive to address the serious allegations that smoking was
harmful (43).

The ‘‘Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers’’ informed the
public that the tobacco industry ‘‘will cooperate closely with
those whose task it is to safeguard the public health’’ and to
support independent research into all phases of tobacco use
and health. According to a TIRC press release, the purpose of
the organization was to ‘‘. . .encourage and support qualified
research scientists in their efforts to learn more about
smoking and health’’ (44). However, in the first year of
operation, the TIRC did not fund any independent research,
instead used the resources to mount an aggressive public
relations campaign (45). In 1955, Dr. Clarence Little, the first
Scientific Director of TIRC, appeared on the Edward R.
Murrow show and was asked, ‘‘Dr. Little have any cancer-
causing agents been identified in cigarettes?’’ Dr. Little
replied, ‘‘No. None whatever, either in cigarettes or in any
product of smoking, as such.’’ Dr. Little was also asked,
‘‘Suppose the tremendous amount of research going on were
to reveal that there is a cancer causing agent in cigarettes,
what then?’’ Dr. Little replied, ‘‘It would be made public
immediately and just as broadly as we could make it, and
then efforts would be taken to attempt to remove that
substance or substances’’ (46).

However, by the late 1950s, it was becoming increasing
difficult for the TIRC to appear free from the influence of
tobacco manufacturers. It was for this reason in 1958 that
the communications committee of the TIRC split off to form
the TI. The TI charter listed the following among its duties:
dissemination of scientific and medical material related to
tobacco, cooperating with governmental agencies and public
officials with reference to the tobacco industry, and promot-
ing the public good will (47). Over its 40-year history
(1958-1998), the TI was the collective voice of the tobacco
industry. In 1958, the TI started its operation with just four
people but increased to a staff of 32 by the mid-1970s (48).
Budget documents reveal that the funding sources and
management structure of TIRC and TI were essentially the
same (49).

The Surgeon General’s 1964 Report on Smoking and Health
left little doubt about whether smoking was harmful to health;
yet, the tobacco companies continued to insist that the case
against smoking was unproven. However, tobacco companies
also recognized it was becoming increasing difficult for them

Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2007;16(6). June 2007

Tobacco Industry Misinformation Campaign

1072

Association for Cancer Research. 
 by guest on September 25, 2020. Copyright 2007 Americanhttps://bloodcancerdiscov.aacrjournals.orgDownloaded from 

https://bloodcancerdiscov.aacrjournals.org


to suggest that they were supporting independent research on
smoking and health given their financial stake in the outcome.
In an effort to create a perception of independence from the
tobacco companies 1 month after the Surgeon General issued
his first report on smoking and health, the TIRC changed its
name to CTR (50). However, the management of CTR
remained intact, and evidence shows that industry lawyers
started to exert greater control over how CTR research funds
were expended (4, 51-54).

From 1964 onward, the TI frequently made reference to the
fact that qualified scientists challenged the evidence that
smoking caused disease. Yet, many of these so-called
independent scientists were recruited and had their research
programs supported by the tobacco industry through the
TIRC/CTR (55, 56). For example, in 1970, the TI sponsored
the ‘‘Truth’’ public service campaign that informed the public
that there was a scientific controversy about whether smoking
caused disease (57-59). The ‘‘Truth’’ campaign encouraged
people to contact the TI to get a copy of a ‘‘White Paper’’ that
included quotes from scientists challenging the evidence that
smoking caused the disease. Lawyer-controlled ‘‘special

project accounts’’ were used to recruit and support scientists
who were willing to make statements and/or conduct
research that would be favorable to the industry’s view that
causes other than smoking were responsible for lung cancer
and other diseases (51-54). Table 2 provides examples of
public statements made by tobacco industry spokespersons
between 1954 and 1997 regarding the smoking and health
‘‘controversy.’’

Although TIRC and CTR did fund legitimate peer reviewed
research on cancer and other tobacco-related health issues,
much of the research that was supported was far removed
from addressing the question of whether cigarette smoking
caused cancer or other diseases. Evidence that CTR funded
research projects had little to do with smoking and health
was confirmed in a 1989 survey of CTR-funded scientists,
which asked grantees if their research had anything to do with
understanding the relationship between smoking and health.
Only one of six scientists responded affirmatively to this
question (60).

Internal documents from the industry acknowledge that
TIRC/CTR was largely a public relations asset for them rather

Table 2. Selected comments from industry spokespersons about smoking and health

Date Source Statement

4 Jan 1954 A Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers,
published in major U.S. newspapers (38)

‘‘Distinguished authorities point out that: . . .there is no proof
that cigarette smoking is one of the causes. . .that statistics
purporting that to link cigarette smoking with disease could
apply with equal force to any other aspect of modern life.
Indeed the validity of the statistics themselves is questioned
by numerous scientists.’’

30 Mar 1954 George Weissman, Philip Morris VP,
speech to the National Association
of Tobacco Distributors (29)

‘‘If we had any thought or knowledge that in any way we
were selling a product that was harmful to consumers,
we would stop business tomorrow.’’

1 Jan 1968 The Cigarettes Controversy TI publication (67) Q. Has it been proved that smoking causes premature death?
A. No
Q. Has anyone ever been able to prove that any ingredient
as found in cigarette smoke is a cause of lung cancer?

A. No
23 April 1968 R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, Letter to

elementary school teacher (68)
‘‘. . .medical science has been unable to establish that smoking
has a direct causal link with any human disease.’’

4 Sept 1969 American Tobacco advertisement in the
New York Times (69)

‘‘We believe that the anticigarette theory is a bum rap. . .
each time the Congress of the United States has held hearings
on the cigarette controversy; distinguished, independent
scientists have gone to Washington to say so.’’

3 Jan 1971 Joseph Cullman, Philip Morris CEO,
Face the Nation (70)

INTERVIEWER: ‘‘Have they [cigarettes] been proved
to be safe Mr. Cullman?’’

CULLMAN: ‘‘I believe: they have not been proved to be unsafe.’’
16 Aug 1976 James Bowling, Philip Morris VP, BBC

documentary ‘‘Death In The West.’’ (71)
‘‘From our standpoint, if anyone ever identified any ingredient
in tobacco smoke or smoke as being hazardous to human
health or being something that shouldn’t be there, we could
eliminate it. But no one ever has.’’

11 Nov 1977 Robert Roach, Manager of PR for Brown &
Williamson Tobacco Company (72)

‘‘We don’t think it’s a question of safer cigarettes. We think
all of our cigarettes are safe because there is no documented
evidence whatsoever that indicates a cause and effect
relationship between smoking any disease. We are producing
low tar, high filtration products along with our competitors
to appeal to consumer demand.’’

12 Mar 1982 Edward Horrigan, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco
Company CEO, Testifying before the
U.S. Congress (73)

‘‘I am saying that the science to date and over a hundred
million dollars of our industry’s money indicates that
there is no causal link.’’

1985 Of Cigarettes and Science advert from
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company (74)

‘‘We believe in science. That is why we continue to provide
funding for independent research into smoking and health. . .
Science is science. Proof is proof. That is why the controversy
over smoking and health remains an open one.’’

11 Jan 1989 Brennan Dawson, TI, ABC TV,
Good Morning America (75)

‘‘I think it’s worth pointing out that all the links that have been
established between smoking and certain diseases are based
on statistics. What that means is that the causative relationship
has not yet been established.’’

11 Jan 1990 Letter to elementary school, R.J. Reynolds
Tobacco Company (76)

‘‘[d]espite all the research going on, the simple and unfortunate
fact is that scientists do not know the cause or causes of the
chronic diseases reported to be associated with smoking.’’
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than a real research endeavor to address the smoking and
health controversy (51-54). A 1970 letter from Helmut Wake-
ham, then Vice President of the Corporate Research and
Development at Philip Morris, to the President of the TI
summed up this view: ‘‘nobody believes we are interested in
the truth on this subject; and the fact that a multi-billion dollar
industry has put up 30 million dollars for this over a ten-year
period cannot be impressive to a public which at the same time
is told we spend upwards of 300 million dollars in one year on
advertising’’ (61).

The tobacco company conspiracy to manufacture a false
controversy about smoking and health is summarized in a
1972 TI memorandum, which defined the strategy as
consisting of three parts: (a) ‘‘creating doubt about the
health charge without actually denying it’’; (b) ‘‘advocating
the public’s right to smoke, without actually urging them to
take up the practice’’; and (c) ‘‘encouraging objective
scientific research as the only way to resolve the question
of the health hazard’’ (62). In her analysis of the purpose of
the industry’s jointly funded ‘‘research’’ organizations, Judge
Kessler observed that the TI, TIRC, CTR, and CIAR helped
the industry achieve its goals because they ‘‘sponsored and
funded research that attacked scientific studies demonstrat-
ing harmful effects of smoking cigarettes but did not itself
conduct research addressing the fundamental questions
regarding the adverse health effects of smoking’’ (ref. 8,
see pages 1532-33).

In summary, the internal industry documents show how
tobacco companies deliberately confused the public debate
about smoking and health by creating and supporting
research organizations that were never really interested in
discovering the truth about whether smoking was a cause of
disease.

Have Tobacco Companies Changed?

The 1998 Master Settlement Agreement was intended to
reform the tobacco industry by requiring the companies to
alter their marketing practices and dissolve the TI and the
various research organizations that they had supported (i.e.,
CTR and CIAR). In October 1999, Philip Morris Tobacco
Company announced to the public on its web site that,
‘‘([t])here is an overwhelming medical and scientific consen-
sus that cigarette smoking causes lung cancer, heart disease,
emphysema and other serious disease in smokers’’ (10).
However, when shareholders proposed a resolution asking
the company to produce a report on how it intended to
correct the defects that resulted in its products causing
disease (63), the company responded that the shareholder’s
resolution had ‘‘. . . mischaracterizes the Company’s web site
as constituting a public admission that cigarettes cause
illness. It does not.’’ (64). Today, all of the major tobacco
companies have web sites acknowledging that smoking is
a cause of disease. However, the current web site statement
of R.J. Reynolds on the health effects of smoking continues
to insist that smoking ‘‘causes disease in some individuals’’
only ‘‘in combination with other factors’’ (ref. 8, see page
1632). In the courtroom, the companies continue to challenge
allegations about nicotine addiction and smoking causing
illness. The tobacco companies have not yet been able to
bring themselves to accept responsibility for their past illegal
acts.

Thus, should we believe the tobacco companies claim that
they have changed? According to Judge Kessler, the answer is
no because the fundamental motivation of the industry is to
remain profitable by selling a lethal, addictive product. Judge
Kessler compared the tobacco industry with an ‘‘amoeba. . .

changing it shape to fit its current need, adding organizations
when necessary and eliminating them when they become
obsolete. . .but . . .again like an amoeba, its core purpose
remained constant; survival of the industry’’ (ref. 8, see page
1532). In fact, Kessler noted that within months of Philip
Morris signing the Master Settlement Agreement, they were
making plans for establishing a new external research
program, using the same offices, people, and peer reviewers
that had been established as the CIAR.

In summary, it does not seem that the tobacco industry
has changed since the 1998 Master Settlement Agreement but
instead has found alternative ways to support research and
create controversy about the health risks of smoking. For
example, in the 2006 election, the tobacco industry spent
over US$100 million dollars opposing state-initiated pro-
posals to limit smoking in public places and raise cigarette
taxes.

Discussion

Internal industry documents reveal that the tobacco compa-
nies knew and for the most part accepted the evidence that
cigarette smoking was a cause of cancer by the late 1950s.
The documents reveal that the tobacco companies conspired
to deliberately confuse the public debate about smoking and
health and co-opted scientists through the offer of research
funding provided by shadowy ‘‘independent’’ funding
organizations. In her ruling against the tobacco companies,
Judge Kessler observed that the practices of the tobacco
companies had not changed materially (ref. 8, see pages
1606-07). She observed that Phillip Morris’s had already
established a new research program essentially combining
the functions of the CTR and CIAR into a single program.
Judge Kessler cautioned that the RICO enterprise of TI, TIRC,
CTR, and CIAR ‘‘can be resurrected, recreated, or reincar-
nated at any time at [the tobacco companies] wish’’ (ref. 8,
see page 1534). The implication of Judge Kessler ruling is
clear: the tobacco companies cannot and should not be
trusted.

In our opinion, it is not sufficient for the tobacco industry to
merely concede the obvious point that smoking is a cause of
disease when it is evident that decades of misinformation has
resulted in a public that is massively ignorant about the risks
of smoking low-tar cigarettes, nicotine addiction, and second-
hand smoke exposure (65). Moreover, claims by tobacco
companies that they are involved in sponsoring programs to
help smokers to quit and discourage youth from taking up
smoking must be seriously questioned in light of recent
findings that show that these programs have no beneficial
effect and may potentially be iatrogenic (66). There remains a
need for public education efforts to correct consumer
misperceptions about the risks of smoking along with
government oversight to ensure that industry is not permitted
to use its vast marketing resources to continue to mislead the
public. Universities should also consider adopting policies that
prohibit their faculty from accepting funding from tobacco
companies.
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